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This is in response to the appeal brief filed November 15, 2004. 
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(1) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 

(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 

The brief does not contain a statement identifying the related appeals and 
interferences which will directly affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the 
decision in the pending appeal is contained in the brief. Therefore, it is presumed that 
there are none. The Board, however, may exercise its discretion to require an explicit 
statement as to the existence of any related appeals and interferences. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of the claims contained in the brief is correct. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 

The appellant's statement of the status of amendments after final rejection 
contained in the brief is correct. 

(5) Summary of Invention 

The summary of invention contained in the brief is correct. 

(6) Issues 

The appellant's statement of the issues in the brief is correct. 

(7) Grouping of Claims 

The rejection of claims 1-3, 5, 6, 8-12, 14, and 17-20 stand or fall together 
because appellant's brief does not include a statement that this grouping of claims does 
not stand or fall together and reasons in support thereof. See 37 CFR 1 .192(c)(7). 
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The rejection of claims 4 and 13 stand or fall together because appellant's brief 
does not include a statement that this grouping of claims does not stand or fall together 
and reasons in support thereof. See 37 CFR 1.192(c)(7). 

The rejection of claims 7, 15, and 21 stand or fall together because appellant's 
brief does not include a statement that this grouping of claims does not stand or fall 
together and reasons in support thereof. See 37 CFR 1 .192(c)(7). 

The rejection of claims 16 and 22 stand or fall together because appellant's brief 
does not include a statement that this grouping of claims does not stand or fall together 
and reasons in support thereof. See 37 CFR 1.192(c)(7). 

(8) Claims Appealed 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 

(9) Prior Art of Record 

Brandywine Software LLC, Spreadsheet xINavigator, September 28, 2000, Brandywine 
Software LLC, release 1, pages 1-9, 

<http://web.archive.Org/web/20010203164700/http://brandywine-software.com> 
6,041 ,360 Himmel et al. 03-2000 

(10) Grounds of Rejection 

The following ground(s) of rejection are applicable to the appealed claims: 
Claims 1-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brandywine Software, LLC (hereinafter Brandywine, xINavigator web page published on 
September 28, 2000) in view of Himmel et al. (hereinafter Himmel, US Patent Number 
6,041 ,360, issued on March 21 , 2000). 
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Regarding independent claim 1, Brandywine discloses a method in which cells 
in a spreadsheet are identified as data or calculation cells (Pages 3-4 of Brandywine). 
From this a visual representation is formed using data and calculation entities, which 
correspond to the cells (Pages 3-4 of Brandywine). The entities are positioned based 
on a predetermined layout in which arrows connect the entities based on their 
corresponding relationship in the spreadsheet (Pages 3-4 of Brandywine). Brandywine 
also discloses that changes in the cells are detected and the entities are changed to 
reflect those changes in order to maintain a functional equivalence (Pages 3-4 of 
Brandywine). Brandywine does not disclose that the changes are automatically made, 
rather that an update button must be selected by the user to reflect changes. However, 
Himmel discloses a method in which a bookmark representation of a corresponding web 
page is automatically changed/updated if a change is detected in the corresponding 
web page, thus keeping the different corresponding representations of information 
consistent (column 2, line 55-column 3, line 24 of Himmel). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have combined 
the method of Brandywine with the method of Himmel because it would have 
guaranteed the user would always be viewing the correct up-to-date information. 

Regarding dependent claim 2, Brandywine discloses that changes in the cells 
(including content changes) are detected and the entities are changed to reflect those 
changes in order to maintain a functional equivalence (Pages 3-4 of Brandywine). 
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Regarding dependent claims 3 and 4, Brandywine discloses that the user may 
configure the entities in a visually pleasing manner or allow the entities to be 
automatically configured based on an algorithm (Pages 3-4 and 7 of Brandywine). 

Regarding dependent claims 5 and 6, Brandywine discloses that the 
appearance of each entity is based on its function, data entities into one shape and 
calculation into another shape (Pages 3-4 and 7 of Brandywine). 

Regarding dependent claim 7, Brandywine discloses that multiple entities are 
created when a cell is used more than once in the spreadsheet (Pages 3-4 and 7 of 
Brandywine). 

Regarding dependent claim 8, Brandywine discloses that entities are 
automatically deleted from the visual representation when the cells that correspond to 
them are removed from the spreadsheet (Pages 3-4 and 7 of Brandywine). 

Regarding dependent claim 9, Brandywine discloses a method in which 
descriptive labels for each entity are identified (Pages 3-4 and 7 of Brandywine). 

Regarding independent claim 10, Brandywine discloses a method in which 
cells in a spreadsheet are identified as data or calculation cells (Pages 3-4 of 
Brandywine). From this a visual representation is formed using data and calculation 
entities, which correspond to the cells (Pages 3-4 of Brandywine). The entities are 
positioned based on a predetermined layout in which arrows connect the entities based 
on their corresponding relationship in the spreadsheet (Pages 3-4 of Brandywine). 
Brandywine also discloses that changes in the cells and the entities are detected and 
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the entities or cells are changed to reflect those changes in order to maintain a 
functional equivalence between the two (Pages 3-4 of Brandywine). 

Regarding dependent claim 11, The entities are positioned based on a 
predetermined layout in which arrows connect the entities based on their corresponding 
relationship in the spreadsheet (Pages 3-4 of Brandywine). 

Regarding dependent claims 12-15, the claims incorporate substantially similar 
subject matter as claims 3-7. Thus, the claims are rejected along the same rationale as 
claims 3-7. 

Regarding dependent claims 16 and 22, Brandywine does not disclose a 
method in which deleting entities from the visual representation automatically deletes 
the corresponding cells from the spreadsheet. However, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to do this because it 
would be necessary to maintain a direct link between the visual representation and 
Excel spreadsheet cells as disclosed by Brandywine (Pages 3-4 of Brandywine). 

Regarding dependent claim 17, Brandywine discloses a visual representation 
that would have been an influence diagram because by definition an influence diagram 
by the applicant is "An influence diagram is a graphical display that describes a system 
or operation as a series of images (bubbles, nodes, etc.) interconnected by arrows," 
which is what is shown by Brandywine (Pages 3-4 and 7 of Brandywine). 

Regarding independent claim 18 and dependent claims 19-21, the claims 
incorporate substantially similar subject matter as claims 10-1 1 and 14-15. Thus, the 
claims are rejected along the same rationale as claims 10-1 1 and 14-15. 
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(11) Response to Argument 

Applicant's arguments filed 11/15/2004 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

The arguments based on claims 1,10 and 18 regarding the limitation 
"... automatically changing the entities in the visual representation..." found on pages 1- 
10 and whether or not Brandywine in view of Himmel discloses it are not persuasive. 
As stated in the rejection, Brandywine discloses a method in which cells in a 
spreadsheet are identified as data or calculation cells (Pages 3-4 of Brandywine). From 
this a visual representation is formed using data and calculation entities, which 
correspond to the cells (Pages 3-4 of Brandywine). The entities are positioned based 
on a predetermined layout in which arrows connect the entities based on their 
corresponding relationship in the spreadsheet (Pages 3-4 of Brandywine). Brandywine 
also discloses that changes in the cells are detected and the entities are changed to 
reflect those changes in order to maintain a functional equivalence (Pages 3-4 of 
Brandywine). Technically, Brandywine discloses a method in which the equivalence is 
maintained automatically because when the user clicks the update button the computer 
changes all of the values automatically, not manually, but in order to give the applicant 
the benefit of the doubt the examiner found Himmel to show the teaching of a method of 
maintaining equivalence between two representations of a computer document can be 
done with zero user input (column 2, line 55-column 3, line 24 of Himmel). This would 
have bee an obvious combination because it would have guaranteed the user would 
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always be viewing the correct up-to-date information, as shown by Himmel. This 
rejection would have been valid even if only the Brandywine reference had been used, 
but in hopes of expediting the prosecution the examiner used the Himmel reference to 
strengthen the rejection. 

Regarding the corresponding arguments also found on pages 1 -1 0 for claims 1 , 
10 and 18 regarding the limitation "...wherein the changes to the visual representation 
are automatically reflected in the spreadsheet..." and whether or not Brandywine 
discloses this are not persuasive. As shown in Brandywine (Pages 3-4 of Brandywine, 
which is shown in the example on Page 7) and further clarified in the addendum pages 
attached to end of this document, which contain examples generated with the 
Brandywine program to clarify the points in question, any time a user selects a item in 
the visual representation such as Item 2 on page 1 or Item 6 on Page 2 of the 
addendum, the color of said item changes. In response to this the color of the 
corresponding item in the spreadsheet automatically changes with the item in the visual 
representation, which can be shown by the correlation of Item 1 and 2 on page 1 and 
Item 6 and 7 on page 2 of the addendum. This proves that a functional equivalence is 
maintained when changes, in this case a change in color, occur in the visual 
representation as stated on Page 3 of Brandywine under the section labeled "Key 
Benefits" in which it states "Direct link between xINavigator representation and Excel 
spreadsheet cells." 

Regarding the arguments found on page 1 1 , based on claims 4 and 1 3 with 
regards to the limitation "...employing an automatic design layout algorithm to configure 
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the entities..." and whether or not Brandywine discloses that limitation are not 
persuasive. As disclosed in the rejection, Brandywine discloses that the user may 
configure the entities in a visually pleasing manner or allow the entities to be 
automatically configured based on an algorithm (Pages 3-4 and 7 of Brandywine) as 
shown directly in the figure on Page 4 of Brandywine as "Layout" which is automatically 
set to "Top to Bottom" which is also shown for clarification purposes as Item 3 on Page 
1 of the addendum. 

Regarding the arguments found on page 12, based on claims 7, 15 and 21 with 
regards to the limitation "...creating multiple identical entities in the visual representation 
if the data cells are repeatedly used in the spreadsheet..." and whether or not 
Brandywine discloses that limitation ,are not persuasive. As stated in Brandywine and 
the rejection, Page 3 of Brandywine under the section labeled "Key Benefits" in which it 
states "Direct link between xINavigator representation and Excel spreadsheet cells," 
which means that any cell that is repeatedly used in the spreadsheet will be repeatedly 
shown in the visual representation. This is shown in the addendum by Items 4b and 5b 
on page 1 which are both the data cell representation of the same value, which in turn 
appear twice in the visual representation as shown by Items 4a and 5a on page 1 of the 
addendum. In the case where one cell is simply a reference to another cell also known 
as a repeated use, such as Items 9 which is a direct reference to Item 8 on Page 3 of 
the addendum, the visual representation will also generate two entities to represent the 
repeated use as shown by Items 10 and 1 1 on page 3 of the addendum. . 
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Regarding the corresponding arguments also found on pages 1-10 for claims 1 , 
10 and 18 regarding the limitation "...wherein the changes to the visual representation 
are automatically reflected in the spreadsheet..." and whether or not Brandywine 
discloses this are not persuasive. As stated in Brandywine and the rejection, Page 3 of 
Brandywine under the section labeled "Key Benefits" in which it states "Direct link 
between xINavigator representation and Excel spreadsheet cells," which means anytime 
a change is made to the visual representation it is reflected in the spreadsheet and vice 
versa. As to whether or not that change could be considered as being automatic, the 
response to the arguments regarding whether or not the process is automatically 
achieved or not may be applied for the same reasons as it is applied above. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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